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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1, 3-5, 10, 11, 16, 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

3. Claim 1 recites the limitation M the client identity information" in line 6. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

4. Claims 3-5 recite, "a second server," which renders the claims indefinite because i; a first 
server" has not been claimed. 

5. Claims 10, 11, and 20 contain the trademark/trade name MicroSoft - Microsoft Point-to- 
Point Encryption (MS-MPPE)-Send-Key, and MS-MPPE-Resv-Key. Where a trademark or 
trade name is used in a claim as a limitation to identify or describe a particular material or 
product, the claim does not comply with the requirements of 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph. 
See Ex parte Simpson, 218 USPQ 1020 (Bd. App. 1982). The claim scope is uncertain since the 
trademark or trade name cannot be used properly to identify any particular material or product. 
A trademark or trade name is used to identify a source of goods, and not the goods themselves. 
Thus, a trademark or trade name does not identify or describe the goods associated with the 
trademark or trade name. In the present case, the trademark/trade name is used to 
identify/describe a key and, accordingly, the identification/description is indefinite. 
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6. Claim 16 recites the limitation "second adaptors" in line 1. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b). by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

8. Claims 1-6, 14, 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Lupper. 
U.S. Publication No. 2003/0171 1 12. Referring to claim 1, Lupper discloses a generic WLAN 
architecture wherein a subscriber name and password are obtained from the subscriber and 
compared to locally available subscriber data records ([0078]), which meets the limitation of 
creating a password for a client, storing the password and identification information of the client 
on a public wireless local area network. The subscriber name and password are compared with 
the data records to determine whether the subscriber can use services in the local area network 
([0080]), which meets the limitation of utilizing the password and the client identity information 
to authenticate the client in the public wireless local area network. 

Referring to claim 2, Lupper discloses utilizing the RADIUS protocol ([0083]). which 
meets the limitation of the authentication is provide by a Remote Authentication Dial-In User 
Server (RADIUS) server. 

Referring to claims 3-5, Lupper discloses that authentication includes utilizing a SIM 
card in communications with a server ([0092]), which meets the limitation of authenticating the 
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client by a second server based on a smart card/universal subscriber identity module 
card/subscriber identity module card. 

Referring to claim 6, Lupper discloses that a database exists for billing purposes with 
respect to the services ([0080]), which meets the limitation of modifying accounting data from 
the public wireless local area network to include charging data record fields for the client. 

Referring to claim 14, Lupper discloses a generic WLAN architecture wherein a 
subscriber name and password are obtained from the subscriber and compared to locally 
available subscriber data records ([0078]), which meets the limitation of a first adapter for 
generating a password for the client. The subscriber name and password are compared with the 
data records to determine whether the subscriber can use services in the local area network 
([0080]). Authentication is performed by a RADIUS server ([0051]), which meets the limitation 
of wherein the password is used for authenticating the client by a Remote Authentication Dial-In 
User Service (RADIUS) server. Lupper discloses that authentication includes utilizing a SIM 
card in communications with a server ([0092]), which meets the limitation of a smart card for a ■ 
client. 

Referring to claim 15, Lupper discloses that authentication includes utilizing a SIM card 
in communications with a server ([0092]), which meets the limitation of a second adapter for 
authenticating the client by a second server based on the smart card. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § J 03 
9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art arc 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
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having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

1 0. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 1 48 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

1 1. Claims 7-9, 16. 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lupper, U.S. Publication No. 2003/0171 1 12, in view of Lupien, U.S. Patent No. 6,463,055. 
Referring to claims 7-9, 16, Lupper does not disclose where or how the passwords are generated. 
Lupien discloses a wireless network authentication system wherein a password is generated at a 
first station and compared with a password generated by a mobile terminal using the IMS I of the 
mobile terminal to authenticate the mobile terminal to access the network (Col. 10, line 56 - Col. 

1 1 . line 10), which meets the limitation of creating is independently performed by. each of two 
entities, creating comprises utilizing international mobile subscriber identity (1MSI) of the client, 
creating comprises utilizing a pseudonym of the client, the first and second adapters reside on 
separate devices, a fourth adapter for generating the password for the client. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 10 substitute the 
password of Lupper with the password of Lupien because such a modification would have 
yielded the predictable result of mobile terminal authentication. 

1 2. Claims 12, 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lupper, 
U.S. Publication No. 2003/0171 1 12, in view of Chan, U.S. Patent No. 7,197,765. Referring to 
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claims 12, 13, Lupper does not disclose how the passwords are generated. Chan discloses 
generating passwords based on SHA hash information (abstract & Col. 3, line 17). which meets 
the limitation of calculating a hash value, SHA-1 hashing process. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to generate the passwords of 
Lupper using SHA-1 hash information in order to provide more secure passwords without 
requiring the user to memorize a large password as taught by Chan (Col. 1, lines 29-42). 

13. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lupper. U.S. 
Publication No. 2003/0171 1 12, in view of Kalavade, U.S. Publication No. 2003/0051041 . 
Referring to claim 17, Lupper discloses utilizing RADIUS and GPRS environments but does not 
disclose modifying RADIUS accounting data to generate GPRS accounting data. Kalavade 
discloses modifying RADIUS accounting data to generate GPRS accounting data ([0233]). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify RADIUS accounting information in Lupper to generate GPRS accounting information in 
order to provide combined LAN/WAN based authentication on a single account and receive a 
single bill as taught by Kalavade ([0063]-[0066]). 

14. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lupper. U.S. 
Publication No. 2003/01 71 1 12, in view ofLupien, U.S. Patent No. 6.463.055. and further in 
view of Kalavade, U.S. Publication No. 2003/005 1041.. Referring to claim 19, Lupper discloses a 
generic WLAN architecture wherein a subscriber name and password are obtained from the 
subscriber and compared to locally available subscriber data records ([0078]), which meets the 
limitation of creating a password for a client, storing the password and identification information 
on a RADIUS server. The subscriber name and password are compared with the data records to 
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determine whether the subscriber can use services in the local area network ([0080]). 
Authentication is performed by a RADIUS server ([0051]), which meets the limitation of 
utilizing the password and the identification information to authenticate the client on the 
RADIUS server. Lupper does not disclose where or how the passwords are generated. Lupien 
discloses a wireless network authentication system wherein a password is generated at a first 
station and compared with a password generated by a mobile terminal using the IMSI of the 
mobile terminal to authenticate the mobile terminal to access the network (Col. 10. line, 56 - Col. 
1 1, line 10), which meets the limitation of creating a password for a client based on identification 
information of the client. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to substitute the password of Lupper with the password of Lupien 
because such a modification would have yielded the predictable result of mobile terminal 
authentication. Lupper discloses utilizing RADIUS and GPRS environments but does not 
disclose modifying RADIUS accounting data to generate GPRS accounting data. Kaiavade 
discloses modifying RADIUS accounting data to generate GPRS accounting data ([0233]). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify RADIUS accounting information in Lupper to generate GPRS accounting information in 
order to provide combined LAN/WAN based authentication on a single account and receive a 
single bill as taught by Kaiavade ([0063H0066]). 

Conclusion 

15. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Benjamin E. Lanier whose telephone number is 571 -272-3805. 
The examiner can normally^be reached on M-Th 6:00am-4:30pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gilberto Barron can be reached on 571-272-3799. The fax phone number for (he 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




